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Jeanne Surpvrornant, RN #R17146

52 Red Bridae Road

No. Grosvenordale, CT 06255

MEMORANDUM QF DECISION

INTRCDUCTICN

The Beoard of Examiners fer Nursing, (hereaficr the

"Board"), wasépresénﬁed by the Department of Health

-

Services with a Statement of Charges dated November 7,
l984. ’
The Statement of Charges alleged violations of

certain provisions of Chapter 378, Connecticat General

Statutes. The Board issu%d a Notice of Hearing which

J

provided that the hearing would take place on Nbvember 28,

1984 in the State Armory at 360 Broad Street, Hartford,
,. » ’ '
Connecticut. ' \

Cach member of the Board involved in this decision

attests that -she has reviewed the record, and that Lhis

decision is based entirely on the record.
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Based o the testimony given and the exhibits

of fered into cvidence ut the above hearing, the Board made

the following findings of fact:

1. Jeuanne Surprenant, respondent, @as-at all
pertinent times_licénsed ta_prackice ﬁursing as a
registéred nurse in Connecticut:, with regisEFaFion_number

R 17146,

2. Pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes,

Section 4-182(c), the respondent was provided a full

opportunity prior to the institution of agency action to
show compliance with al}l the terms for the retention of

her license,

3. The respondent: &) on or about June 3, 1982,

while she was Director of Nursing at Norcliff Rest Home,

directed the nursing staff under her supervision to alter

the medical record of patient Ernestine Smith: thic was
done by the qesa@mﬂent's own admission to provide more
documentaticn of the patient's status in r&lationship to

Valium adminigtr&tigﬂ; the notes were not marked as

non~originals; b):&n~ar about March, 1982, while she was

Director of Nursingna£ Norcliff Rest Home, failed to
indicate destruction of én'original controlled. substance
shéet upon a copy af.said sheet and Faiiéd to 8btain a.
co-signature on suchlsheet; this was done when recopying
Raaitﬁséin A.C. receipt record for a patient by the name

of Mr. n. Price; there was no designation on the reteipt

.

record that it was a copy, nor was it ce—-signed.
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4. The First Counl alleqes that on or about March
21, 1982, the respondent violated provisions of Secction

20-99(b) while recopying a Robitussin»n.c.freceipt record

for patient a. Pricc by inaccurately and/of incompetently

documenting the disposition —of tRHI® controlled substance.

Although the doctor's order was for 1 dram (5 ¢cc's), on

some occasiors 10 c¢c¢'s were recorded as given by staff on

the recopied receipt record. Due to the unauailability of

the original document the Board could not determine

whether or not the wrong dose had been given, ‘or whether

the wrong amocunt had been recordcd on the original
document, or whether the respondent had inaccurately
and/or incompeténtly documented the disposition of the
Robitussin A.C. while recopying the receipt rocerd.

In pertinént part, Section 20-99(b) forbids
incompetence or negligence in carrving out uSuai nursing
functions, ‘

Based on the foregoing, the Board deté?mined that
iésuFFicieﬁt cuidence was presented to find the r;:pcndent
as charged in the First éount;

5. The Second Count alleges thﬁt tthe respondent
violated provisions of Section 20-99(b) while shc was
Director of Nursing at Norcliff Restbﬁome, Brooklyn,
Connecticut during the period fromn approximately March to
:June, 1982; she allegedly directed two nurses under her
supervision to administer Valium to psychiatric patients
at specified times rather E%an according Lo the

physician's order and agaipst the nurses' judgmoent.
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functions.

—t]

In poertiaent part, Section 20-99(h) forbids 1ilegal
conduct, incompelance or negligence in carrying out usual
nursing funciions, |

The Board dotormlnud that 1nrufr1c1ent evidence was
Presented to find the res pondent as char%ed-ih the Second
Count, - L R .

6. The Third Count alleges that cn_b%‘about June é,
1982, the respondent, while Director of Nursing at
Norcliff Reast Home, vidlated prouiéions of section
20—99(5) by directing the nursing staff under her

supervision to altep the medical record oFﬁpatient

Ernestine Smith.

l > .
The Board determined that the alleged conduct had

occurred. fccording to the respondent s own admission
this was done to pr001de more documentation of the
patient‘s status in relationship to~Ualium
administration. The notes were not marked as
nen—originals. A notaticn by a staff nurse was crcssed

out by the respondent but the source of Lhis altering'was

- nok indlcated_on the record.

In pertinent part, Section 20-99(b) forbids

- incompetence or negligence in carrying out usual nursing

’

Standards of nursing practice require ‘accurate
record keeping on all patients and proh1b1t altering

records wzthout accurate documencatlon of the source of
L ]
The respondent acted negligently

an
b.Y
A ]

any change in records.

and incompetently .

-




Busca on therforugoing, the HBoard conciudus that tha
respondent has violated Section 20-99(bk) as spocified in
the Third Count.

7. Th% Fourth Count alleges thatithc respondent
violated prouisioqs of Section_20—99(b);on'or about May
1z, 1982, while'birectorgﬁF NUrsing at NobclifF Reét Hore
in ﬁrooklyn, Connecticut by destroying a abttér's order
sheet; the bétient's record to which the order sheet
alleqgedly belonged was Claire Gagnon.

In pertinent part, Section 20-99(b) forbids illegal
conduct, incompetence or‘negligence in ca;rying out usual

nursing functions.
\J

The Board determined that insufficient evidence was
' ,
presented to find the respondent a&s charged in the Fourth

-Count. 4
8. The Fifth Count alleges that on or about March
1982, the respondent violated provisions of Section
20-99(b) whiie recdpying a Robitussin A.C. control

. substance sheet for patient A. Price by gﬁiling-to
inditate'bn the dapy'the destruction of the origihal and
failing to obtain a co-signature on the copy.

The Béérd determined that these allegations
were true. The respondent failed to indicate on the copy
that the original Rebitussin A.C. controlléd-substance
sheet was destroyed and that this was a copy. There was
no co-signature on the copy. The respondent askaed staff
nurses to sign theiﬁ- ames on the recopied sheet next to

the dosagce and time they allegedly had given the

rdication.
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iz Loetinent part, Scclhon 20--99(b) {oruids

. B . + N - i - p . .
incompetonce ar negligence in carrying oul usual s ing

functions.
Standards of nursing practice require accurate

record-~keeping of all medications ordered/and

admihistereds -The~respondeﬁ£ proeceded to recopy a

medical document in a manner which is not in keeping with

standards of nursing practice.

Based on the foregoing, the Board concludes
that the respondent has violated section 20-99(b) as
, T ,

specified in the Fifth Count.
A
' ORDER

9, It is the unanimous decision of those of the Board
of Examiners for Nursing who were present and voting

that: )

a. The license of the respondent be sushended

for a minimum period of 6 months determined

as follows:

i. as to the Third Count, suspension for a
period of 6 months;

ii. as to the Firth Count, suspension for a

period of 6 months

iii. the suspensions specified for the Third

and Fifth Counts are to run

concurrently.

ay

The said period of sucpension shall commence
g, »
on June 1, 1965 and shall run until Decembhor

1, 1985.



10. The respondent, Jeanne Surprenent, is hercby
} i

directed to surrendgr her 1ic£n$e and current
Fegistration t& the Bdard of Examiners fér
Nursing at 150 Washington Street, Hartford,
Connecticut, 06106 on or before June 1, 1985,
11. The Board of Examiners for Nursing herewith
advises the Department~oF Health Services of

" the State of Connecticut of this decision.

Dated at k*ar+€qru~__, Connecticut, this

‘day of N\ank. 20 , 1985,

BOARD OF EXAMINERS FOR NURSING

BY: “éi*ggga' Clv Yrusaceun < .\N.

Emilia Mascaro, RN, MS



